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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, publisiied under section 1 22(b), by 
anotlier filed in tlie United States before tine invention by tlie applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21 (2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 10-12, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Van Hoof 
et al., U.S. Patent No. 7,080,238 (Hereinafter Van Hoof). 

3. Referring to claim 10, Van Hoof has taught a method in a processor, in which data is processed 
in a pipelined manner [column 3, lines 31-38], the data being included in a plurality of contexts, 
comprising a first context (3) [column 3, lines 49-59], each context passing a plurality of consecutive 
stages (2a-2f), in addition to which a plurality of operations is adapted to be executed on the contexts, the 
method comprising executing an initial operation step (6a) of a first operation on the first context (3), and 
subsequently commencing an execution on the first context of an initial operation step (7a) of a second 
operation before an execution of the first context (3) of a following operation step (6b) of the first 
operation is completed [Since instructions are processed in a pipeline manner, an operation may enter 
tiie pipeline while a previously dispatched operation is still within the pipeline; column 3, line 60 - column 

4. line 4], characterized in that, 

at each clock cycle of the processor, the first context (3) is received at one of the stages from 
the preceding stage, the first context is unconditionally moved to a next stage, [See Fig. 3; 
column 4, lines 58-60] 

the initial operation step (6a) of the first operation is executed on the first context (3) at a first 
stage (2a) [the first stage sub-processor executes the initial operation step on the first 
context; column 3, line 60 - column 4, line 4; Fig. 2], 
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the following operation step (6b) of the first operation is executed of the first context (3) at a 
second stage (2b) [the second stage sub-processor executes the following operation step on 
the first context; column 3, line 60 - column 4, line 4; Fig. 2], and 

the initial operation step (7a) of the second operation is executed on the first context at the 
second stage (2b) [the first stage sub-processor executes the initial operation step of a 
different operation on the first context; column 3, line 60 - column 4, line 4; Fig. 2]. 

4. Referring to claim 1 1 , Van Hoof has taught a method according to claim 10, comprising 
commencing at the first stage (2a) an execution of the initial operation step (6a) of the first operation on a 
second context before the execution on the first context (3) of the following operation step (6b) of the first 
operation is completed [FIG. 2; column 4, lines 25-37]. 

5. Referring to claim 12, Van Hoof has taught a method according to claim 10, comprising receiving 
at the second stage a result (R6a) of an execution of the initial operation step (6a) of the first operation 
[FIG. 2; column 4, lines 30-35]. 

6. Referring to claim 15, Van Hoof has taught a method according to claim 10, whereby the 
processor is arranged so that the following operation step (6b) of the first operation is presented to a 
programmer as being executed at the first stage (2a) [The operation step/stages are not seen by the 
programmer and are, therefore, presented similarly; column 3, lines 31-38]. 

7. Referring to claim 16, Van Hoof has taught a method according to claim 10, wherein the first 
operation comprises a partial operation of executing (6c1) an instruction and a partial operation of writing 
(6c2) a result of the said instruction execution into a destination in a register, and the second operation 
comprises the partial operation of fetching (7a2 I, 7a22) an operand, the method comprising (a) 

determining if a position in the register, from which the operand is to be fetched (7a 1 1 , 7a22) in the 
second operation, is identical with the destination of the partial operation, of the first operation, of writing 
(6c2) a result, and (b) if the result of the determination in step (a) is negative, fetching (7a21) the operand 
from the register, and (c) if the result of the determining in step (a) is positive, fetching (7a22) the result of 
the said instruction execution [column 4, lines 25-43]. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Van Hoof in 
view of Wallace etal., "Threaded Multiple Path Execution" (Hereinafter Wallace). 

10. Referring to claim 13, Van Hoof has taught a method according to claim 10, whereby at least one 
of the operation steps of the second operation comprises at least two alternative execution paths [Van 
Hoof; conditional brancli instruction; coiumn 5, lines 19-26]. 

Van Hoof has not explicitly taught at least two of the alternative execution paths of the operation 
step are executed. 

Wallace has taught wherein at least two alternative execution paths of an operation step are 
executed [Wallace; section 3]. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to modify the method of Van 
Hoof to include executing at least two of the alternative execution paths of the operation step. 

The motivation for doing so would have been that the probability of executing on the right path is 
increased [Wallace; section 3], thereby increasing performance as would be understood by one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

1 1 . Referring to claim 14, Van Hoof has taught a method according to claim 13, further comprising: 

obtaining results (R7b1, R7b2) of at least two of the executions of the alternative execution paths, and 
determining, based on a result (R6) of an execution of an operation step of an operation initiated before 
the initiation of the second operation, which one of the results (R7b1, R7b2), of the execution of the 
alternative execution paths, an execution of an operation step of the second operation, following said 
operation step comprising at least two alternative execution paths, is to be based on [Wallace; page 4, 
right column, t"" and S"" paragraphs]. 
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Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/28/2008 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

13. Applicant argues the novelty/rejection of the claims, in substance that: 

a) "Van Hoof does not disclose 'the following operation step (6b) of the first operation is 
executed of the first context (3) at a second stage (2b)'" (1^' paragraph, page 8) 

b) "The prior art fails to disclose at each clock cycle, the first context is unconditionally 
moved to a next stage" (2nd paragraph, page 8) 

c) "Van Hoof cannot disclose the processor is arranged so that the following operation 
step (6b) of the first operation is presented to a programmer as being executed at the fist stage 
(2a),' as in claim 15" (2nd full paragraph, page 9) 

14. These arguments are not found persuasive for the following reasons. 

15. Regarding argument a), the applicant argues that Van Hoof has not taught the cited limitation 
because all the operation steps of an operation are performed within a single stage. However, the fact 
that Van Hoof has taught that all the steps of a single instruction may be performed with a single sub- 
processor does not prevent Van Hoof from teaching "the following operation step (6b) of the first 
operation is executed of the first context (3) at a second stage (2b)" as claimed. As previously noted, the 
second stage sub-processor executes the following operation step on the first context (column 3, line 60 - 
column 4, line 4) and, therefore. Van Hoof has taught "the following operation step (6b) of the first 
operation is executed of the first context (3) at a second stage (2b)" as claimed. It appears to the 
examiner that the applicant is reading this limitation too narrowly and it is suggested that the claims be 
amended to more particularly indicate the "operation step" and "operation" being performed. 

16. Regarding argument b). Van Hoof has taught that "the sub-processor 40 preferably processes 
each context for an allotted context processing time, such as, for example, one clock cycle, and performs 
a context switch for processing a next available context in the context pool after the allotted context 
processing time has expired." Column 5, lines 9-14. Therefore, Van Hoof has taught that every clock 
cycle a context is unconditionally switched. This act of unconditionally switching contexts moves the 
context to the next stage in the pipeline. Therefore, Van Hoof has taught at each clock cycle "the first 
context is unconditionally moved to a next stage." 
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17. Regarding argument c), as noted above the operation step/stages of a sub-processor are not 
seen by the programmer because they are executed within a clock cycle (column 5, lines 9-14). 
Therefore, the following operation step of the first operation is presented to a programmer as being 
executed at the first stage 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to BENJAMIN P. GEIB whose telephone number is (571)272-8628. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Alford Kindred can be reached on (571) 272-4037. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 

Benjamin P Geib 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2181 

/Benjamin P Geib/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2181 

/Alford W. Kindred/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2181 



